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Dear Sir: 

In the Official Action dated July 26, 2006 the Examiner required a 
selection of tissues set forth in claims 7-8, a selection of "a single level of expression" as 
set forth in claim 9, and selection of a single bioinformatics analysis as set forth in claim 
12. The Examiner required Applicants to elect a single species to which the claims will 
be restricted if no generic claim is finally held to be allowable, and to identify the claims 
readable on the elected species. 

Applicant hereby elects, with traverse, the method species wherein the tissue 
sample according to claims 7 and 8 comprises brain tissue, specifically, hypthalamus 
tissue. Applicant further elects isolation of RNA according to claim 9 to determine a 
level of expression thereof, and bioinformatical analysis comprising statistical analysis as 
recited in claims 10 and 1 1 . The claims which read on the elected species include all of 
the claims 1-13. 



This election is made with traverse on the basis that it would not be unduly 
burdensome for the Examiner to examine all of claims 1 - 1 3 in the present application. In 
particular, Applicants note that RNA expression, DNA expression, and protein 
expression are quite interdependent and that searching on the basis of one will 
undoubtedly yield results related to the other, whereby recourses are duplicated and 
wasted with separate examination. Further, Applicants note that nearly all researchers 
apply multiple bioinformatical paradigms to analysis of particular data, such that a search 
for all the bioinformatical analyses paradigms would be the most efficient. Surely, it is 
clear that the number of search classes and overall burden to the Examiner in considering 
all bioinformatical means recited in the claims would increase insubstantially, if at all, by 
examining them together. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the election/restriction requirement and 
examination of claims 1-13 in the present application are respectfully requested. 
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